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used to test the differences among the groups. The first three most important values are seen to be
being successful, being virtuous and being smart. However, the three values, which have the least
importance, have been determined as being rich, living an exciting life and kindness. It has been
found that male students attach more importance to dimension of stimulation than the female
students, and that students in the SPES at Ankara University attach more importance to dimension
of self-direction than students in the SSST at Hacettepe University and students in the SPES at Gazi
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Introduction

Developments in the domains of science and technology have led to changes in people’s value
judgements and in priorities of their values. Changes experienced in the values can also affect the social life.
Research has been done on values which provides practical information for those working in the social field
(Wojciszke, 1989). A value is something about belief which can be desired or cannot be desired” (Gungor,
2000). Values are beliefs which are both desired or undesired or considered instinctual (Feather, 1995).Values
play a major role in directing people’s attitudes and behaviors as well (Gurkan et al., 2000). According to
Aydin (2001) who quotes from Lamberton and Minor, a value -which is important for individuals- can be
defined as any kind of mindset, object or event. Values -which are not innate- are cognitive structures that
are learned subsequently in the society where an individual was born and grew up through the
interpersonal interactions (Demirutku, 2007). Value is a process which is transmitted through the language
and culture and occurs in complex human interactions generation after generation (Thomas, 2000). Each
individual has countless values with different levels of importance (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003). Community
people grew up in and their education affect their value preferences (Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987). These values
guide for the evaluation of behavior and events by profoundly affecting the human life (Kilby, 1993;
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Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987), and enable us to explain and understand individuals’ attitudes and behaviors
(Basaran, 1993).

Schwartz (1992) and Rokeach (1973) have been pioneers in the studies of values. Rokeach in his study
of values (1973) uses a list consisting of values of aim and intermediary. He classified the values as
purposive and intermediary values. Purposive values -- the acquisitions of which are viewed as desirable--
are related to the fundamental life targets. However, intermediary values are related to behavioral patterns
that play a role in achieving the fundamental values (Rokeach, 1973). Schwartz (1992) formed a new list
consisting of ten sub-dimensions by developing Rokeach’s list of values including Power, Achievement,
Hedonism, Stimulation, Self-direction, Universalism, Benevolence, Traditionality, Conformity and Security
(1973). Many studies have been made by using of the list of values of Schwartz (1992) and Rokeach (1973)
(Cileli & Tezer, 1998; Kusdil & Kagitcibasi, 2000; Pascual, 2009; Imamoglu & Aygun, 1999). Social values are
transmitted to the next generation by means of education. Educational institutions and educators play an
important role in value transmission (Altun, 2003). Many studies have been made about examining of pre-
service teachers’ (Yapici, Kutlu & Bilican, 2012; Oguz, 2012; Pascual, 2009), university students’ (Lindeman &
Verkasalo, 2005; Bacanli, 1999; Cileli, 1998), school administrators’ (Firat, 2010) and teachers’ (Kusdil &
Kagitcibasi, 2000; Aktepe & Yel, 2009) value opinions.

The preferences of value should be examined in order to adapt to the new regulations that have risen
from the socio-economic structure by of the students in the School of Physical Education and Sports.
Determining the value orientations of the students in the School of Physical Education and Sports who are
trained in educational institutions of sports is important for their professional lives in terms of their
adaptation to social changes and their being as values carriers. The main aim of this study is to examine the
opinions of value orientations of the students trained in the School of the Physical Education and Sports.

Method

Survey method was used in the study. The research population includes the students at the
Departments of Physical Education and Sports at various universities in Ankara: the School of Physical
Education and Sports at Ankara University (SPES), the School of Physical Education and Sports at Gazi
University (SPES), and the School of Sport Sciences and Technology (SSST) at Hacettepe University. The tool
of data collection was applied to 625 students in total including 175 students in the SPES at Ankara
University, 265 students in the SPES at Gazi University, 185 students in the SSST at Hacettepe University.

The Turkish adaptation of Schwartz’s (1992) list of values (Kusdil and Kagitcibas: 2000) Schwartz’s list
of values (1992) consists of ten sub-dimensions including Power, Achievement, Hedonism, Stimulation, Self-
direction, Universalism, Benevolence, Traditionality, Conformity and Security. The sub-dimensions of the
reliability coefficients of the scale -which was adapted by Kusdil and Kagitcibast (2000)- vary between the
ranges of .78 and .83. In the study, Cronbach’s Apha has been determined as .96 for the total scale; however
the security coefficient determined changes between the ranges of .63 by .86 for the sub-dimensions. 4 items
related to the personal data and 56 items related to the values were taken place in the scale and grading scale
of Septet Likert type was used. The data has been analyzed by the frequency, percentage and mean. The
value orientations of students were tested by the to find out whether they are different or not in terms of
gender, but opinions on schools and classrooms were tested by One-Way Anova Test. LSD test was used to
test the difference between groups.

Results

When the distribution of participant students were analyzed in terms of gender, it has been found that
258 of the students are female (41.3%), and 367 are male (58.7%). When the students were analyzed in terms
of the school they trained in, it has been determined that 185 of the students in the SSST are at Hacettepe
University (29.6%), 265 are at Gazi University (42.4%), 175 are at Ankara University (28%). When the
students were analyzed according to the distributions of departments, it has been determined that 190 of the
students are at the Department of Coaching Education (30.4%), 231 are at the Physical Education and Sports
School Teaching (37%), 141 are at the Sports Management Department, 63 at the Department of Recreation
(11.7%). When the students were analyzed according to the classes, it has been found that 156 of them are
first-year (25%), 166 are second-year (26.6%), 175 are third-year (28%), 128 are fourth-year (20.5%) students.
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Table 1. Opinions of the students on the dimensions and order of importance

Dimensions Reliability Coefficient Mean Order of Importance
Power .865 5.39 9
Achievement .859 5.78 1
Hedonism .807 5.52 7
Stimulation .752 5.24 10
Self-direction .836 5.72 2
Universalism .825 5.53 6
Benevolence .844 5.63 5
Traditionality .681 5.49 8
Conformity .638 5.64 4
Security 713 5.67 3

The first three values determined by the students who participated in the study are: being successful
(mean=6.03), being virtuous (mean =6.00) and being smart (mean =5.99). However, the three values - which
have the least importance - have been determined as being rich (mean =4.80), living variables life
(mean =4.85) and politeness (mean =5.10). On the other hand, it has been found out that the highest three
grades for the dimensions of value are achievement (mean =5.78), self-direction (mean =5.72) and security
(mean =5.67). The students in the SPES attach more importance to the dimensions of achievement, self-
direction and security; however, they give lesser importance to the dimensions of stimulation, power and
traditionality (Table 1).

Table 2. Results of the t test related to the dimensions of students’ opinions according to gender

variable
Dimensions Gender Mean Order of s t p*
Importance
© Power F 26.70 9 5.62 966 334
oW M 2717 9 5.73
F 28.59 1 495 130 191
2. Achi ¢
cuevemen M 29.12 1 5.03
F 10.98 7 253 536 592
. Hedoni
3. Hedonism M 11.09 6,5 2.44
4. Stimulation F 15.33 10 3.61 231 021*
SOt © M 16.01 10 3.62
F 3471 2 5.62 125 209
Self-directi
5-Self-direction M 34.13 2 5.67
6. Universali F 49.75 6 7.46 222 824
. ni T 1sm
versats M 49.89 6,5 8.25
- Benevolence F 50.65 5 7.66 053 958
- penevo M 50.68 5 8.15
o F 3291 8 485 191 849
8. Traditionality M 3209 3 5.33
0. Conform F 2258 4 3.42 049 961
: ty M 2259 4 3.67
10, Securit F 39.66 3 5.47 168 867
. 1
Y M 39.74 3 545

Df= 623 NFemale=258 Nwmale=367 Nrotal= 625 * P <.05

Table 2 shows that the order of importance given to the value dimensions by female and male students
does not differ. Although dimensions of the value, which are rated as the most important by female and
male students are achievement, self-direction and security; the dimensions of the value which have the least
importance for them are hedonism, power and traditionality. When the students’ opinions on the value
orientations were analyzed in terms of their gender, a significant difference has been detected only for the
dimension of stimulation from ten sub-dimensions. As is seen in Table 2, the average responses of the female
students have been carried out at the level of (mean =15.33); however, the average responses of the male
students have been carried out at the level of (mean =16.01). A significant difference has been determined as
[t(623)=2.31, p<.05] between the male and female students” opinions. The level of importance which has been
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attached by male students to the values enshrined in the stimulation dimension has been higher than female
students.

Value orientations based on the school, a difference only on dimension of “self-direction”
opinions have been detected between opinions of the students in the SPES; however, significant difference in
other dimensions have not been observed. According to Table 3, the average opinion of the students is found
to be at the following levels: (mean =34.11) for the students in the SSST at Hacettepe University,
(mean=33.92) for the students in the SPES at Gazi University, and (mean=35.34) for the students in the SPES
at Ankara University. Significant difference as [F (2,624) = 3.67, p<.05] has been observed as a result of the
one-way analysis of variance conducted between the opinions of students based on the school. According to
the LSD test result, a test performed to examine the differences, the SPES students at Ankara University
attached more importance to the values enshrined in a self-direction dimension at a higher rate than the
SSST students at Hacettepe University and the SPES students at Gazi University.

Table 3. Results of the average and variance analysis related to the Dimensions of students’ opinions
according to the school variable

Dimensions University (mean) F p* Difference
Hacettepe Gazi Ankara (LSD)
@) @) (€)

1. Power 27.16 26.56 27.44 1.38 251 -
2. Achievement 28.56 29.11 28.96 .676 .509 -
3.Hedonism 11.05 10.88 11.28 1.39 .249 -
4. Stimulation 16.15 15.60 15.48 1.81 164 -

5. Self-direction 34.11 33.92 35.34 3.67 .026* 3>1,2
6. Universalism 49.59 49.98 49.88 133 .875 -
7. Benevolence 50.22 50.44 51.49 1.34 .261 -
8. Traditionality 32.58 33.18 33.02 .756 470 -
9. Conformity 22.53 22.55 22.72 .153 .858 -
10. Security 39.34 39.80 39.95 .641 527 -

NHacettepe=185 NGazi=265 Nankara=175 Nrotai=625 *p <.05
Degree of freedom (Between Group =2, Within Group =622, Total=624)

Value orientations based on the class, a difference only on dimension of universalism, traditionality and
security has been observed between opinions of the students of SPES; however no significant difference in
other dimensions has been detected. According to Table 4, the average opinion of the students is found to be
as follows: (mean=50.03) for the first-grade students, (mean=50.74) for the second-grade students,
(mean=48.39) for the third-grade students, and (mean=50.40) for the fourth-grade students. There were
significant differences - [F(3,621)=1.44, p<.05] - as a result of the one-way analysis of variance conducted
between opinions of students based on the class. According to the LSD test result, it has been decided that
the third-grade students attached more importance to the values in the dimension of the universalism at a
higher rate than the second and fourth-grade students.

The average opinions of the students are: (mean=33.42) for the first-grade students, (mean=33.52) for the
second-grade students (mean =32.11) for the third-grade students, as, and (mean =32.82) for the fourth-grade
students as with regard to the dimension of traditionality. A significant difference was seen as
[F (3,621) = 2.71, p<.05] as a result of the one-way analysis of variance performed between the opinions of
students based on the class. According to the LSD test result, it has been arranged that the third-grade
students attach more importance to the values enshrined in the dimension of traditionality at a higher rate
than the first and second-grade students.

The average opinions of the first-grade students have been found out as (mean=39.26), the average
opinions of the second-grade students as (mean=40.96), the average opinions of third-grade students as
(mean=39.04), and the average opinions of the fourth-grade students as (mean =39.52) regarding the
dimension of security. A significant difference has been seen as [F(3,621)=4.26, p<.05] between the opinions
of students based on the class. According to the LSD test result, it has been determined that the second-grade
students attach more importance to the values enshrined in the dimension of security at a higher rate than
the students of other three classes.
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Table 4. Results of the average and variance analysis related to the dimensions of students’ opinions
according to the class variable

Dimensions Classroom (mean) F p* Difference
1 2 3 4 (LSD)
1. Power 2691 27.06 26.74 27.31 .266 .850 -
2.Achievement 29.05 29.00 28.55 29.10 A4l6 742 -
3.Hedonism 11.19 11.13 10.74 11.17 1.24 293 -
4.Stimulation 15.66 15.43 15.64 16.31 1.49 214 -
5.Self-direction 33.63 34.81 34.33 34.77 1.44 230 -
6. Universalism 50.03 50.74 48.39 50.40 2.93 .033* 3>2,4
7. Benevolence 50.72 51.57 49.76 50.68 1.48 218 -
8.Traditionality 33.42 33.52 32.11 32.82 2.71 .044* 3>1,2
9. Conformity 22.25 22.85 22.41 22.92 1.29 275 -
10.Security 39.26 40.96 39.04 39.52 4.26 .005% 2>1,34

Ni=156  N2=166  N3=175  Ns=128 Nrou=625 *p<.05
Degree of freedom (Between Group =3, Within Group =621, Total=624)

Discussion

According to the findings obtained in the study, the first three values deemed significant by the
students at the SPES are: being successful, being virtuous and being smart, respectively. However, the least
important values revealed in the study are being rich, living an exciting life and kindness.

It has been observed that dimensions of achievement, self-direction and security, respectively, have the
highest score, however dimensions of the stimulation, power and traditionality values have the lowest score.
Students in the SPES consider achievement, self-direction and security more important; however, they care
less about stimulation, power and traditionality. It pointed that self-direction is one of the most important
value that supports research findings of Bacanli (1999), Pascual (2009) and Firat (2010).

In terms of gender, a significant difference was found in the dimension of stimulation value. The levels
of participation of male students to the dimension of stimulation have been higher than that of the female
students. Bulut (2012) states that the orientations of stimulation of the male students are higher than the
orientations of stimulation of the female students, a finding which supports the research results. Other
studies (Cileli & Tezer, 1998; Aydin, 2003; Lindeman & Verkasalo, 2005; Karaca, 2008, Dilmac et al., 2009)
conclude that there are differences between gender and value orientations.

The students in the SPES at Ankara University attach more importance to the values of self-direction
dimension at a higher rate than the students in the SSST at Hacettepe University and the students SPES at
Gazi University. A study conducted by Yapici et al. (2012) reveals that importance of self-direction
dimension was increased by the students at computer teaching department than students at other
departments, which justifies the findings of the present study.

It has been concluded that the third-grade students attach more importance to the values of
universality dimension at a higher rate than the second-grade and fourth-grade students. The third-grade
students are observed to consider the values of universality dimension at a higher rate than second-grade
and fourth-grade students. The students of third-grade attach more importance to the values of traditionality
dimension at a higher rate than the first-grade and second grade students. The second-grade students attach
more importance to the values which are enshrined in the security dimension than the other three classes.
As a result of the similar studies, it has been decided that there are differences between the value
orientations (Dilmag, et al., 2008; Karaca, 2008; Dilmac et al., 2009).

The order of importance attached to the dimensions of value given by the female and male students is
found to be not different. The most important dimensions of value are found to be achievement, self-
direction, and security; however, the least important dimensions of value are stimulation, power and
traditionality for the female and male students. Finding -which enshrined in the study of Lindeman and
Verkasalo (2005)- related to the dimension of self-direction supports the finding of this study. It has been
observed that priority of values changes in terms of gender, school and class for the students in the SPES.
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The outcomes of this study are supported by the results of similar studies, which helped us to determine the
priority of values of the SPES students.
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